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PER CURI AM

Denmaul Cortez Simmons appeals from the order of the
district court denying his notion to suppress evidence seized from
his person. Finding no error, we affirm

Si mons’ sol e claimon appeal is that the district court
erred when it concluded that Detective Joseph Capitano did not
exceed the scope of a |lawful frisk when he renoved contraband from
Si nmmons’ pocket. W review the district court’s factual findings
for clear error, while reviewing its | egal determ nations de novo.

United States v. Rusher, 966 F.2d 868, 873 (4th Cir. 1992).

Under the “plain-feel doctrine,” an officer may seize
nont hreat eni ng contraband discovered during a protective Terry’
pat -down search if the pat-down was justified and the contraband s
contour or mass made its identity inmediately apparent upon

touching it. Mnnesota v. D ckerson, 508 U. S. 366, 375-76 (1993);

United States v. Swann, 149 F. 3d 271, 275 n.3 (4th Gr. 1998). CQur

review of the record discloses that Detective Capitano i nmedi ately
identified the contraband as unlawful narcotics upon touching the
item Accordingly, we find no error in the district court’s
deci si on denying Simmons’ notion to suppress.

W affirm the judgnent of the district court. ']

di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions

‘Terry v. Chio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968).
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are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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